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1993, President Clinton’s tax increases 
were passed by one vote in the House, 
and a tie was broken in the Senate by 
Vice President GORE. Despite the fact 
that half the Senate opposed the taxes, 
they were imposed on the public. 

I believe that this was wrong. We 
shouldn’t be able to make such a fun-
damental change in how Americans are 
governed by their representatives in 
Congress without the support in Con-
gress that a super majority vote for a 
tax increase requires. It should be hard 
to increase taxes. It should be harder 
to increase taxes—to take the people’s 
money from them—than it is to cut 
taxes. 

Mr. President, what the public is ask-
ing for is leadership. 

It is not leadership to increase taxes 
on the elderly and everyone who drives 
a car, and claim you only hit the rich— 
which the Democrats did in 1993 with-
out one Republican vote. 

It is not leadership to veto tax cuts 
for American families, and then pro-
pose tax cuts again in the next election 
year. 

It is not leadership to propose a 
budget with a $200 billion deficit, and 
then veto a balanced budget. 

And it is not leadership to propose a 
budget in the following year that bal-
ances only with huge spending cuts 
after the year 2000, when the President 
is sure to have moved back to Arkan-
sas. 

It is leadership to confront our fiscal 
problems head on, to show the people 
what we must do to preserve Medicare, 
to help families, to create jobs, to re-
form welfare, and to balance the budg-
et. That is what the Republican Con-
gress did. 

America has led the world through 
the most tumultuous century of all 
time—from the age of horse power to 
the age of atomic power. Now that the 
threat to our liberty from communism 
is gone, and freedom is spreading 
throughout the world, it’s time to re-
turn the government’s power to the 
people. We can start by giving them 
their money back.∑ 
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IMMIGRATION—JUST THE FACTS 

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, Priscilla 
Labovitz had an op-ed piece in the New 
York Times, which I ask to be printed 
in the RECORD after my remarks. It de-
serves the attention of all of us inter-
ested in the problems of immigration. 

It is fascinating reading, in addition 
to being important for policymaking. 

The material follows: 
IMMIGRATION—JUST THE FACTS 

(By Priscilla Labovitz) 

WASHINGTON.—Congress is considering im-
migration reform. Patrick Buchanan used 
the issue to rev up his Presidential cam-
paign. And a few polemicists have even 
called for a moratorium on all immigration. 
The subject may be hotly debated, but ulti-
mately the facts and figures speak for them-
selves. 

Percentage of the United States population 
that white Americans think is Hispanic: 14.7. 

Percentage that is Hispanic: 9.5 
Percentage that white Americans think is 

Asian: 10.8. 
Percentage that is Asian: 3.1. 
Percentage that white Americans think is 

black 23.8. 
Percentage that is black: 11.8. 
Percentage that white Americans think is 

white: 49.9. 
Percentage that is white: 74. 
Number of legal immigrants admitted in 

1820 (the first year for which statistics are 
available): 8,385. 

The number of legal immigrants in 1907: 
1,285,349. 

The number admitted in 1990: 1,536,483. 
The number admitted in 1994 (the latest 

figures available): 804,416. 
Percentage of decrease in legal immigra-

tion from 1993 to 1994: 9.3. 
Countries that sent the most students to 

America in 1994: Japan (more than 65,000), 
South Korea (more than 38,000), China plus 
Taiwan (more than 36,000). 

The number of United States residents who 
emigrate each year: 195,000. 

Countries from which legal immigration 
decreased most since 1993: El Salvador (32 
percent), Vietnam (30.6 percent), China (17.7 
percent), Philippines (15.3 percent). 

Percentage that employment-based legal 
immigration decreased from 1993 to 1994: 16. 

Percentage of decrease in applications for 
political asylum from 1994 to 1995: 57. 

State with the largest number of legal im-
migrants from Mexico admitted in 1994: Cali-
fornia. 

State with the largest number of legal im-
migrants from all foreign countries com-
bined admitted in 1994: California. 

Percentage (estimated) of all illegal immi-
grants who live in California: 42.6. 

State where fewest legal immigrants set-
tled in 1994: Wyoming. 

Home state of Alan Simpson, the senator 
who authorized the principal bill to reduce 
immigration: Wyoming. 

Countries from which most illegals in New 
York City emigrate: Colombia, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, Italy, Poland. 

Countries from which the highest number 
of legal immigrants on welfare in New York 
City emigrate: Russia, Dominican Republic. 

Proportion of United States population 
that was foreign-born in 1990: 7.9 percent. 

Proporition that was foreign-born in 1910: 
16 percent. 

Continent of origin of immigrant group 
with highest educational attainment: Africa. 

Welfare programs for which illegal aliens 
are not eligible: Aid to Families With De-
pendent Children, food stamps, Medicaid, 
Medicare, Supplemental Security Income. 

Presidential candidate who said: ‘‘I think 
God made all people good, but if we had to 
take a million immigrants in, say Zulus, 
next year, or Englishmen, and put them in 
Virginia, what group would be easier to as-
similate and would cause less problems for 
the people of Virginia?’’ Patrick Buchanan. 

Total number of immigrants who settled in 
Virginia in 1994: 15,342. 

Total number of legal immigrants born in 
United Kingdom who settled in Virginia in 
1994: 404. 

Total number of Zulus, Unknown. 
Sources: Census Bureau statistics, Immi-

gration and Naturalization Service statis-
tics, National Immigration Law Center, New 
York City Planning Commission, The Wash-
ington Post.∑ 
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THE TAX LIMITATION 
AMENDMENT 

∑ Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, as 
American taxpayers are well aware, 

today is Tax Day, and it is a most ap-
propriate time to express my strong 
support of Senate Joint Resolution 49, 
the tax limitation amendment. This 
resolution proposes to amend the Con-
stitution to require a two-thirds super- 
majority vote to increase tax rates or 
to impose new taxes. 

It offers the American taxpayers a 
source of protection from a Federal 
Government that often sees their 
checkbooks as an unlimited line of 
credit. For too long, the Federal Gov-
ernment has lacked the restraint that 
the Founding Fathers surely envi-
sioned, and it has consistently grabbed 
an increasing share of the taxpayers’ 
money. 

The American people have sent some 
$14 trillion to Washington since 1980. 
This is an enormous amount of money. 

I think that it is sufficient to run the 
Federal Government. I believe that 
most taxpayers think that it is suffi-
cient to run the Federal Government. 

However, it is apparently not enough 
for the big spenders in Washington. 
There are bills on the calendar to boost 
taxes ever higher. There are those still 
eager to grab yet more money from the 
taxpayers. 

This amendment will stop the big 
spenders. 

It is far too easy to raise taxes. The 
largest tax increase in American his-
tory—the Clinton tax bill of 1993—is a 
case in point. The Democrats con-
trolled both the White House and the 
Congress, and, yet the Clinton budget 
passed the other Chamber by a mere 
six votes. In this Chamber, the Vice 
President was forced to bring out the 
motorcade, and he rode to the Capitol 
to cast a tie-breaker vote. The Presi-
dent, just months after his election, 
could not even muster a majority of 
the elected Senators. 

The tax limitation amendment, how-
ever, would have stopped that tax bill, 
and, if it is adopted, it will prevent 
other ill-considered congressional raids 
on constituents’ checkbooks. 

Its opponents decry the super-
majority requirement as ‘‘anti-demo-
cratic.’’ However, the Constitution in-
cludes 11 supermajority provisions, and 
these hurdles were engineered to fur-
ther safeguard important processes. In-
deed, the procedures used to govern 
this Chamber include super-majority 
requirements, and I see little restraint 
in their use on the other side of the 
aisle. These supermajority require-
ments compel the development of a 
broad consensus for action. These pro-
cedures often serve this Chamber well. 
However, I find it impossible to believe 
that the taxpayers do not deserve simi-
lar protection. 

It is no surprise that the tax limita-
tion amendment is seen as a revolu-
tionary measure in Washington. How-
ever, it is a time-tested procedure in 12 
States, and one-third of all Americans 
live in States with supermajority tax 
requirements. 
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